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The opinion in support of the decision being entered
today (1) was not witten for publication in a | aw
journal and (2) is not binding precedent of the
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ON BRI EF

Bef ore HAI RSTON, BARRETT and DI XON, Adnini strative Patent
Judges.

HAI RSTON, Adni nistrative Patent Judge.

DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains 16
t hrough 21 and 24 through 27.
The di scl osed invention relates to a sem conductor to

optical link. As seen in Figure 1, the link 10 is conprised

! Application for patent filed March 2, 1992.
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of an optical fiber 12, a sem conductor conponent 14 and a
header. The link is held together by a curable gel 30.
Claim25 is illustrative of the clainmed invention, and it
reads as foll ows:
25. A sem conductor to optical |ink conprising:

a header defining an axial direction and havi ng
di mensi ons transverse to the axial direction;

a sem conductor conponent having an optical input/output
area defined in a first surface and first and second
el ectrical connections, at |east one of the first and second
el ectrical connections being positioned in the first surface,
t he sem conduct or conponent being fixed to the header with the
first surface directed outwardly away fromthe header and
substantially perpendicular to the axial direction defined by
t he header, the transverse di nensions of the header being
approximately the sanme size as the first surface of the
sem conduct or conponent;

an el ongated optical fiber having an end defining an
optical input/output of the fiber, the end of the optica
fi ber having di nensions transverse to a |ongitudinal dinension
of the optical fiber approximately the sane size as the first
surface of the sem conductor conponent; and

a curable gel fixing the end of the optical fiber to the
first surface of the sem conductor conponent, with the optica
i nput/output of the optical fiber in alignnent with the
optical input/output area of the sem conductor conponent so as
to forman optical junction therebetween.

The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Bowen et al. (Bowen) 4,186, 996 Feb.
1980
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Berg et al. (Berg) 4,329, 190 May 11,
1982

Sat o 5, 260, 587 Nov.
9, 1993

(filed Mar. 30,
1992) 2

Clains 16 through 21 and 25 through 27 stand rejected
under the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. § 112 because the
exam ner is of the opinion that the clained axial direction of
the header is confusing. According to the exam ner (Answer,
page 3), “[i]t appears that the ‘axial direction’ should be
al ong the longitudinal direction of the fiber with the ‘first
surface’ parallel rather than perpendicular to the ‘axia
direction’.”

Clains 16 through 21 and 24 through 27 stand rejected
under 35 U. S.C. 8§ 103 as being unpatentable over Berg in view
of Bowen and Sat o.

Reference is nmade to the brief and the answer for the

respective positions of the appellants and the exam ner.

OPI NI ON

2 The filing date of this reference is after the filing
date of the subject application.
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Al'l of the rejections are reversed.

The indefiniteness rejection is reversed because it is
clear from appellants’ disclosure (specification, pages 4
through 7) that the clained ‘axial direction’ is “along the
| ongi tudi nal direction of the fiber,” and the ‘first surface’
is “perpendicular to the *axial direction .”

In the obviousness rejection, Sato is not a proper prior
art reference because the filing date thereof is after the
filing date of the subject application. The exam ner relied
on this reference to show a “sem conductor conponent as being
approximately the sane size as a header,” and a plurality of
mat i ng sem conduct or devices and optical fibers (Answer, page
4). The exam ner’s obviousness position (Answer, pages 3
t hrough 5) can not be sustai ned because Berg and Bowen do not
di scl ose the transverse di nensions of a header being
approximately the sane size as the first or second surfaces of
a sem conductor conponent (clains 16 through 21 and 24 through
27), and a plurality of sem conductor conponents fixed to a

plurality of optical fibers (claim?27).
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DECI SI ON
The decision of the exami ner rejecting clains 16 through
21 and 25 through 27 under the second paragraph of 35 U S.C. §
112, and clains 16 through 21 and 24 through 27 under 35
US C 8§ 103 is reversed.

REVERSED

JOSEPH L. DI XON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

KENNETH W HAI RSTON )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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